This paper, while a commentary on Professor Stanfield's plenary presentation, is as much a critique of how evaluation researchers, the larger profession, and professional organizations come to terms with research on, issues about, and interests that impact people (and scholars) of color. First, I suggest that we revisit minority issues within a broader context of our American educational and social structure. Second, I focus on ways to create institutional change, such as through recruiting and mentoring junior evaluation researchers of color and from other underrepresented groups. Hardly complete, the ideas in this commentary are intended to highlight encouraging vehicles and initiatives from other educational scholars and peer associations, in the hope of contributing to the rethinking of minority issues in evaluation.
INTRODUCTION
This is an essay about the racialized conventional wisdoms and the academic traditions that impede the ability of social scientists to adequately explain and evaluate the colorization of the life worlds around them, particularly in terms of explanations involving power, privilege, and empowerment. I conclude that it is impossible to discuss adequately the more technical issues of technique and measurement, until we grasp the epistemological and biographical problematics of social sciences and their uses (Stanfield, 1999, p. 415). This quote, taken from Professor John H. Stanfield II's plenary presentation at the 1998 American Evaluation Association (AEA) annual conference, is as much an admonition as it is a challenge to the evaluation profession and AEA. On the one hand, Stanfield's comments unearth some of the uncomfortable reality of institutional problems within professional organizations like AEA, particularly those related to issues of power, privilege, and social justice. On the other hand, his remarks serve as a harbinger of an opportunity for discussion, understanding, and the development of organizational efforts related to "minority issues in evaluation."
In reflecting on some of the themes of Professor Stanfield's paper, I hope to examine some of the "conventional wisdoms and traditions" that impede the ability of the organization and profession to come to terms with issues that pertain to minority issues in evaluation. By considering minority issues in a broader context of our American educational and social structure, a conceptual framework is presented in the first section. The second section of this essay focuses on ways to advance the discussion around a few relevant topics, considering how other professional organizations are attempting to create change for communities and members of color and other traditionally underrepresented groups. The essay takes the position that minority issues are not only germane to the practice of evaluation, but also to the growth of the organization and profession as well as the improvement of our society.
RE-CONCEPTUALIZING MINORITY ISSUES IN EVALUATION
An inherent part of the problem with the way that minority issues in evaluation are conceptualized and constructed has to do with the inevitable contestation of issues surrounding race, power, and hegemony in the social organization and structure of American institutions. Our educational system is replete with historical instances where diverse cultural groups have been affected by the deep-seated beliefs by those who dictate educational policy and evaluation.
Recently, House (1999) plainly illustrated how American belief in autonomy, freedom, and meritocracy influences the structure of our educational system in terms of school organization, school finance, curricula, ability grouping, retention, and testing. House's comments are not unique, given the considerable attention over the years by educational historians, sociologists, and anthropologists to the dominant ideological management of our American schooling structure as it pertains to diverse racial, linguistic, and ethnic groups of color (e.g., Delpit, 1995; Heath, 1981; Ogbu & Matute-Bianchi, 1986; Shujaa, 1994; Spring, 1997) . However, House's thoughts are particularly significant because of his own foundational work in educational evaluation. House (1986) , for instance, has contributed to our understanding of both the social context of evaluation and the social role that evaluation is expected to play, not to mention countless other aspects in evaluation. His recent paper suggests that we would be remiss in the evaluation profession if we disassociated the foundations of educational evaluation from the foundations of our American educational system. This simple yet profound point suggests a number of important concepts and new directions (see, e.g., House, 1999) . Claude Steele's psychological work also has relevance for those of us rethinking minority issues in evaluation. Steele (1992) posits that children of color in educational settings face an inescapable racially-based devaluation, precipitated by societal preconditioning to expect and see the worst in minority groups. Steele's use of concepts such as stigma and racial vulnerability offers a useful counterpoint to previous conceptualizations, including those that permeate much educational evaluation theory, method, and practice. Edmund Gordon indicates that the history of educational program evaluation surrounding achievement tests has long involved conceptions that minority and disadvantaged populations are deficient:
When we first turned attention to the problems of educating educationally and socially disadvantaged children, a great deal of attention was given to the special characteristics of this population. The notions that dominated . . . were largely determined by conceptions of this population as homogenous with respect to conditions of life and behavioral characteristics-we assumed a pervasive "culture of poverty". The population was largely identified by its deficits in comparison to characteristics assumed to be typical of the white middle class (Gordon, 1977, p. 31) .
As evaluators know, there is sufficient evidence for an alternative position, that many traditional standardized tests and normative approaches to assessment are inappropriate in minority and disadvantaged populations. One of the reasons Steele's work is important is that it points out how the child's performance in the immediate testing situation can be impacted by cultural traditions, by stereotypes deriving from race and privilege, and not just by the child's ability. Donna Mertens' (1999) notions of transformative theory, which extend previous work on inclusive evaluation, are also a hopeful sign for re-examining the wisdom and tradition that drive evaluation. Her support of the transformative paradigm in the evaluation discipline is promising, particularly if the lens through which the evaluator operates indeed "analyzes asymmetric power relationships, seeks ways to link the results of social inquiry to action, and links the results of the inquiry to wider questions of social inequity and social justice" (1999, p. 4). And it seems good news for those of us rethinking minority issues in evaluation that major AEA plenary speakers in recent years have encouraged greater inclusiveness of marginalized groups during the evaluative process (Chelimsky, 1998; Kirkhart, 1995; Mertens, 1999; Weiss, 1998) .
The promotion and use of inclusive, collaborative, participatory, and empowerment evaluation models and theories may be necessary for the equitable involvement of diverse and often-missing stakeholders and beneficiaries in the practice of evaluation. However, these approaches by themselves are insufficient if evaluators fail to rethink the conceptual lenses through which we see and evaluate groups of color (and other marginalized groups). Any approach, in fact, is likely to be insufficient if it neglects to challenge our schools of education and the other departments where most of our evaluation discipline is housed to incorporate alternative paradigms and to train evaluators of color and other underrepresented groups to join the professional ranks. I return in the second section of this commentary to the promotion of change vehicles within the evaluation organization and profession.
Before turning to these issues, it is important to ask: What exactly are "minority issues in evaluation"? It could be that the very name is part of the problem. Judging from conversations with colleagues of color within the evaluation community, both inside and beyond the topical interest group (TIG) which bears the same name, there are concerns over the name of the TIG. The argument goes, first, that the TIG's name should more positively reflect its mission and goals and, second, that the inaccuracy of the current term is exacerbated by the perpetual stigmatization of issues that affect ethnic and racial minorities in the field of evaluation. Probably also contributing to this terminological quandry is the complicated, changing nature of the nomenclature used to describe people of color and their interests, and the struggle among those of color to define ourselves and our own interests.
Whatever the identity questions that pervade the Minority Issues TIG, the themes that surround minority issues are both substantive and impactful to the profession and larger society. These themes are illustrated by the panels sponsored by the Minority Issues in Evaluation TIG at the annual meeting and by other related efforts (such as Anna-Marie Madison's 1992 New 447 
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Directions for Evaluation special issue devoted to the topic). The themes include discussions surrounding issues of: (1) testing and measurement in minority group populations, (2) cultural diversity in program evaluation, (3) the definition of race/ethnicity as a variable, (4) appropriate evaluation theory and practice for minority group populations, and (5) multicultural validity. Although the domain of minority issues in evaluation encompasses a number of things, first and foremost it means confronting, perhaps with some discomfort, how we explain and identify with culturally and socially different worlds of program stakeholders, beneficiaries, and colleagues. Equally important, for the profession and AEA, is the need to explore and create additional efforts within the profession and organization.
CREATING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE PROFESSION AND ORGANIZATION: TOWARDS A NEW GENERATION
One tangible effort that is worthy of attention within AEA and other organizations that make up the evaluation industry is to focus on the dearth of minority group participation in social science and evaluation research. The executive level of AEA (at the Board level, journal editorial advisory boards, and committee level), for example, points to an increasing, but inadequate, number of persons of color. Moreover, failed efforts to recruit and retain junior evaluation researchers of color into the organization may signal a retreat. One such effort, for instance, was the development of a recruitment and retention strategy report that the Minority Issues in Evaluation TIG developed and presented to the AEA Board in 1994. One of the report's several aims was to solicit the participation of potential graduate student evaluation researchers into the organization and field, by inviting graduate students of color at colleges and universities in the host city to attend the annual conference. As envisioned, these budding evaluation types, from a number of disciplines such as sociology, psychology, and education, would become future members, contributors and leaders of the evaluation profession. Except for a few graduate students from Atlanta historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs) who attended Evaluation '95, the endeavor has fizzled embarrassingly. Why the effort failed is unclear, whether through the lack of the TIG's own efforts to keep the issue on the Board's front-burner, the lack of adequate attention and support to the issue by the Board, or some other factor.
We would be wise in this organization to consider efforts by Stafford Hood, Gywneth Boodoo, and others in Division D (Research and Measurement Methodology) of the American Educational Research Association (AERA). They have developed a structure within the larger organization to mentor and increase the number of educational researchers of color in the areas of research and measurement (Hood & Boyce, 1997) . In light of the somewhat informal structure of mentoring that exists within AEA, an opportunity exists to develop and implement future and new evaluators of color and from other underrepresented groups. These evaluators can in turn play an important role in bringing perspectives that will improve the social, psychological, and educational conditions of disadvantaged and marginalized groups.
This leads to another opportunity, one that extends beyond representational and political aspects of the evaluation profession and industry. And although this is an important issue, considering the fact that there are a plethora of ethnic caucuses within professional associations devoted to specifically address minority group interests, Gordon and others (Hood, 1998a (Hood, , 1998b Madison, 1992; Stanfield, 1985 Stanfield, , 1998 Stanfield & Dennis, 1993) point to the perhaps greater concern for the "conceptual and methodological implications of oppressed 448 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF EVALUATION, 20(3), 1999 minority group status for research in these disciplines" (Gordon, Miller, & Rollock, 1990, p. 14) . With the exception of the yearly attention to "minority issues" within the general program of the annual conference and the seminal work of Madison (1992) , which discussed some concerns about the impact of cultural dominance on definitions and measurement and explored techniques and procedures for including minorities in the evaluation process, minority issues in evaluation seem isolated and outside of the mainstream of the foundations of educational and program evaluation. Take, for example, Shadish's (1998) topical diversity model. Using his model, minority issues in evaluation ought to intersect our practice components: valuing (how we value what we value), knowledge construction (how we learn), knowledge use (how evaluations are used), and the nature of the evaluand (what we evaluate). That is, if evaluation theory is "who we are", then it also provides a manner in which we critically view the hegemonic culture and science of evaluation. In addition, it means challenging the knowledge bases of educational evaluation that may attempt to understand the life experiences of groups of color, particularly Blacks, Latinos, and NativeAmericans, from narrow "cultrocentric" perspectives and standards. Hood's forthcoming special issue on assessment in the context of culture and pedagogy in the Journal of Negro Education has important ramifications in evaluation. His own lead paper, for example, encourages us to rethink the educational constructs and cultural values within our society, while exploring new definitions of constructs and validity that are based on a more culturally diverse vision. To Hood and others, the answer lies in developing culturally-specific performance based assessments, which in large part means that test developers and evaluators must be competent in cultural context as well as content areas (Hood, 1998b; Hoover, 1998) .
A final effort that is worth consideration is the concentrated and directed focus of how certain "minority issues in evaluation" have to do with other prominent societal discussions. I highlight the work of the Minority Issues in Anthropology committee and subsequent work by the American Anthropological Association (AAA) as an example of how a professional organization can engage in the public dialogue and debate concerning issues of race and racism. The purpose of my discussion of these efforts is not to point out what AEA is not doing. Rather, this example is presented to suggest what our leading evaluation organization is capable of doing to advance the practice of evaluation through the continued inclusion of diverse perspectives and proactive initiatives.
In the early 1990s, the Executive Committee of AAA directed its president to convene a planning group to develop recommendations on the creation of a commission on minority issues. According to the commission report, the impetus for this development was twofold: to increase the number of minority persons in the discipline, and to implement a series of recommendations from the Committee on Minorities and Anthropology. This same committee, for example, had made several substantive recommendations twice in roughly a 20-year period. These included recommendations related to: encouraging research and investigation on racism; organizing symposia to discuss and analyze alternative concepts, theories, and models which derive from the minority or ethnic perspective; and allocating research resources to verify or rebut complaints that minority scholars are not given intellectual consideration. Following the establishment of the commission, a standing Committee on Minority Issues in Anthropology was developed. Its stated purpose is to: (1) promote participation of under-represented populations in anthropology, (2) foster professional advancement by minorities in anthropology, (3) promote intellectual awareness within the discipline and the Association of issues which face minority anthropologists, and (4) help 449 Minority Issues in Evaluation Revisited define anthropology's role in national discourse on cultural diversity. In addition, the committee structure is designed to encourage Board involvement, including four-year appointments and participation by the President and Past President as ex officio members. In this broad and directed purpose statement, this committee maintains a vision that extends beyond the professional organization to academic departments, related stakeholders, and the general public.
Since the committee's inception, there have been public statements from the organization regarding "race," "race" and intelligence, and even a response to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) regarding race and ethnic standards for federal statistics and administrative reporting. It may be that these institutional actions do not amount to very much in the big scheme of things. What it does signal, however, at least from the outside looking in, is the willingness to engage in and legitimize a serious discussion-including at the executive leadership of the organization-about relevant minority issues that affect the discipline of anthropology. It seems like we owe it to our discipline and profession, and to ourselves and those we serve, to take a stand on related topics that affect our own Association, and professional activities.
CONCLUSION
The answer to these questions is in part found in professional associations of social scientists, such as those involved in evaluation research, examining the conventional epistemologies, theories, and methods of their crafts, and becoming much more concerned with approaching people of color in their own terms. It also means commitment to developing a new generation of social scientific reasoning. We need frameworks that are futuristic, rather than being tied to a past that has already virtually slipped out the door behind us, leaving us with conventional wisdoms that no longer fit the present and will have no or little meaning in the decades to come (Stanfield, 1999, p. 429). In heeding the educational and leadership wisdom of James O'Toole (1995), we recognize that resistance to institutional change is the norm. Such resistance is observed from the most advanced and civilized nations to the most primitive, pre-literate societies. Drawing from social and cultural anthropologist E.E. Evans-Pritchard's ethnographic work of the Azande of Sudan (1937) , O'Toole suggests that collective representations are the glue that hold a group of people together. These representations bind group members in such a way that they act purposefully. It is these same collective representations that are also a source of resistance to change.
As we enter the 21st century and confront our changing society, it would behoove us in the evaluation discipline to revisit the conventional epistemologies, theories, and methods that are concerned with people of color in their own terms. The cultivation of evaluators of color and other underrepresented groups is needed to develop a future evaluation generation. Also important is a formal organizational engagement with issues of race, disadvantage, and group membership, perhaps including interdisciplinary efforts with our peer associations. Any serious effort, though, means confronting our own collective representations within the evaluation profession and its leading organization.
